Parliament and the Judtctary
the advent of a revolutionary age when the ends of the
legislature are at variance with those judicial doctrine is
prepared to approve.
To some extent, no doubt, the reality of this problem
has been obscured by the fact that, since the close of the
Great War, no Government has embarked upon a great
programme of social reform which it has sought rapidly
to implement. But there is much evidence to show that it
would not easily encounter sympathy from the judges in
that effort. The way in which the Courts approached the
application of the Trade Boards Act to the catering
industry is the symptom of much that heralds danger.1
The dubious attitude of Mr. Justice Astbury to the
General Strike of 1926—an issue which was not before
him but upon which he went out of his way to comment
—shows how little the judges have learned the lesson of
the TaiF Vale dispute,* Roberts v, Hopwoods makes it clear
that the House of Lords will have no hesitation in im-
posing its own view of reasonable standards of labour
upon a progressive local authority. The activities of the
Courts in connection with housing legislation, especially
in the Jaff£ case,4 make it clear, also, that the judges
prefer their view of the claims of private property not
merely to those of the legislature but, also, to those of a
Civil Service the most important part of which has no
interest in the destruction of those claims. Exactly as the
Supreme Court of the United States made itself, above
all in its hostility to the New Deal of President Roosevelt,
a kind of super-legislature engaged in the enunciation of
political doctrine under guise of legal procedure, so the
High Court in this country is engaged in a similar task,
« C.A., [1931] i K.B.«,
* Cf. Professor Goodhart's pamphlet, Tfe Ltgatity of a General Strftt ft$a6),
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